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This paper contributes to research on the reporting of hate crime/incidents from a critical socio-spatial
perspective. It outlines an analysis of third party reporting of hate crimes/incidents in the North East
of England, based upon the work of Arch (a third party hate crime/incident reporting system). The data
set is one of the largest of its kind in the UK and therefore presents a unique opportunity to explore pat-
terns of reporting across different types of hate crimes/incidents through a system designed to go beyond
criminal justice responses. Whilst not downplaying the significance of the harmful experiences to which
this data refers, we are very aware of the limitations of quantitative and de-humanised approaches to
understanding forms of discrimination. Therefore the paper adopts a critical position, emphasising that
interpretation of the data provides a partial, yet important, insight into everyday exclusions, but also cul-
tures and politics of reporting. While the data records incidents across the main ‘monitored strands’, anal-
ysis here particularly focuses on those incidents recorded on the basis of ‘race’ and religion. Our analysis
allows us to both cautiously consider the value of such data in understanding and addressing such dam-
aging experiences - but also to appreciate how such an analysis may connect with the changing landscape
of reporting and the politics of austerity.
 2016 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an openaccess article under the CCBY license (http://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).1. Introduction
This paper considers the value and limits of third party record-
ing of hate crimes/incidents1 and its fit with an approach which
takes seriously both the social construction of knowledge and the
human damage wrought by such incidents. We adopt a post-
positivist, critical approach to quantitative data and draw upon
recent action research carried out with a third party reporting
agency in the North East of England (Arch). Comparatively speaking,
the data referred to is substantial; 3908 incidents over the period
2005–2015. The data also references experiences not captured
through other data sources. As such it offers a unique opportunityto explore cultures of reporting through an analysis of the patterns
in and between different categories of reported incidents in this
geographic context. However, we argue that interpretation of such
data also needs to be treated with caution given the limitations of
quantitative approaches in appreciating the complex socio-spatial
dynamics that surround these incidents. We also argue that such
data collection, as a standalone exercise loses value if not developed
in tandem with more pro-active approaches that look to directly
tackle and respond to these incidents. The paper therefore begins
to think through how the political context of austerity influences
such activity in relation to both the problematisation of hate
crime/incidents and possible responses.
The paper begins by setting the conceptual scene of ‘hate stud-
ies’ and by taking seriously the complex social and spatial charac-
ter of such exclusionary practices. We then outline the historical
context of third party recording more broadly and in relation to
our case study area/project, before setting out our critical approach
to the data collected through Arch. Following this we provide an
analysis in two forms. Firstly, we outline what our statistical anal-
ysis might tell us about hate crimes/incidents in this part of the
world by highlighting key patterns, relationships and trends in
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reporting agencies involved. We then consider how the data may
point towards, not just an indication of cultures of reporting, but
also the politics of recording. In conclusion we suggest that our
research is one illustration of a broader trend to downplay or shift
the terms of data collection around issues of inequality and social
justice. It is contended that the implications of this go beyond just
a more accurate appreciation of societal trends.2. Approaching hate socially and spatially
Whilst more established within a US context of ongoing civil
rights struggles (Green et al., 2001), ‘hate studies’ is a relatively
new area of enquiry within the UK (Chakraborti and Garland,
2015). The field broadly recognises the unique character of crimi-
nal offences (but also non-criminal incidents) committed against
individuals on the basis of ascribed identities in the context of
historical power imbalances, what Perry (2001:10) describes as
‘‘violence and intimidation toward already stigmatised and mar-
ginalised groups”. While the experience of such violence is far from
new, the establishment of a hate crime paradigm has emerged in
response to more recent high profile events and political/legisla-
tive change. In relation to racist hate crime for example, landmark
legislation such as the Crime and Disorder Act (1998) established
racially aggregated offences and the Macpherson Inquiry (1999)
into the murder of Stephen Lawrence (1993), set out the terms of
an institutional response. In addition, other notable events such
as the neo-Nazi inspired nail bombing campaign in April 1999 by
David Copeland, targeting several minority communities in Lon-
don, drew attention to the victimisation of other historically stig-
matised and marginalised groups. The remit of legislation and
police powers, as well as the scope of the academic field, has there-
fore expanded across what are known as the ‘monitored strands’ of
religion (Anti-terrorism Crime and Security Act 2001), sexuality
and disability (section 146 of the Criminal Justice Act 2003), in
recognition of the breadth of victimisation.2 Contentiously, some
have argued for a consideration of hate crime beyond these ‘over-
generalised’ groups (Chakraborti and Garland, 2012), illustrating
the contested nature of this inter-disciplinary field in both concep-
tual and more practical terms (Ardley, 2005).
A related feature of ongoing debate is that of conceptual defini-
tion and the language of ‘hate’ (Perry, 2006). One dominant cri-
tique has been to suggest that the term ‘hate crime’ presents
offences as psychological matters of personal prejudice or bias,
thus pathologising offenders and their actions (Ray and Smith,
2001). This seems to be a consequence of the prevailing liberal
legal discourse where the focus remains on the perpetrator as ‘ra-
tional, autonomous, self-contained, self-possessed, self-sufficient’
(Hunter, 2013:13). Seen in such a way, hate is possessed and then
expressed by those who hold extreme views and whose actions are
de-contextualised from both society and space. Another of the key
challenges to the language of hate crime is that it can be seen as
experienced in a generic sense, rather than differentiated across
the experiences of different social groups (Sherry, 2010). Such a
blanket term may also work to obscure the wide spectrum of vio-
lence that might constitute hate crimes/incidents (Bufacchi, 2005);
but also the contingent and dynamic sense of what counts as a hate
crime over time and space (Perry, 2003).2 The term ‘monitored strands’ is used to refer to those offences targeting specific
groups, which under UK legislation are monitored by criminal justice agencies. These
include offences targeting any racial group or ethnic background or national origin,
any religious group, including those who have no faith, any person’s sexual
orientation, any disability, including physical disability, learning disability and
mental health and people who are transsexual, transgender, transvestite and those
who hold a gender recognition certificate.Whilst appreciating these critiques, there have also been efforts
to understand the utility of such a term. As Perry (2003: 8) has
argued, it is ‘‘possible to construct a conceptual definition which
allows us to account for the predominant concerns of historical
and social context; relationships between actors; and relationships
between communities”. This includes recognition of multiple
forms of violence which are not necessarily limited to acts commit-
ted by ‘extreme’ individuals or even to illegal acts. In this sense
violence, through the lens of hate crime, can be viewed as both
extreme and shocking but also everyday and pervasive (Iganski
and Sweiry, 2016). Perry (2003) also contends that despite the
complexities and contingencies of experiences found under the
banner of hate crime, there is uniqueness to such incidents which
sets them apart. She suggests that the social relations and ‘damage’
which constitute these experiences go well beyond the incident
itself and beyond the individual victims and perpetrators involved.
Perry thus conceptualises hate crimes as a social means of not just
reflecting differences, but actively constructing difference through
a range of affective registers. She therefore refers to hate crimes as
‘message crimes’:
Its dynamics both constitute and are constitutive of actors beyond
the immediate victims and offenders. It is implicated not merely in
the relationship between the direct ‘‘participants,” but also in the
relationship between the different communities to which they
belong. The damage involved goes far beyond physical or financial
damages. It reaches into the community to create fear, hostility and
suspicion.
[Perry, 2003, 9]
Scholars have extended these arguments to consider how hate
crimes/incidents, particularly in relation to ‘race’, may also have
key spatial dimensions. In addition to work which emphasises
diverse national legislative cultures (Garland and Chakraborti,
2012), the spatial unevenness of recorded incidents in relation to
demographic and socio-economic dimensions (Iganski, 2008) and
the situational contexts in which hate crimes/incidents emerge
(Clarke, 1995), others have set out in more theoretical terms the
socio-spatial dynamics of ‘hate’. Ahmed (2001), for example, high-
lights how hate as an emotion does not reside within the minds or
bodies of individual perpetrators, but rather is part of an unstable
emotional economy. As such, hate circulates and gains currency in
particular space-times through attachment to particular bodies. In
a similar vein to the idea expressed by Hesse (1993) that ‘racism is
spacism’, she suggests that through dominant discourses of nation-
hood and belonging hate works to actively and affectively organise
bodies in space. Figures of hate, such as the asylum seeker in
Ahmed’s account, are constructed through the stories we are told
(by politicians and the media for example) about me/you and
against us/them. She argues that ‘‘words work to produce ripples
that seal the fate of some others, by enclosing them into figures
that we then recognise as the cause of this hate” (Ahmed, 2001:
364). While such distinctions are re-produced and may become
most apparent through inter-personal and hostile everyday
encounters, they are also given legitimacy temporally and spatially
beyond such events – those events which may be recorded as hate
crimes.
3. A critical approach to hate/crime incident recording
The spatial, discursive and emotional dimensions outlined by
Ahmed (2001) suggest a need to engage in theoretically informed
qualitative approaches that focus on the re-production of stigmati-
sation and marginalisation through discourse and embodied expe-
rience. However, much of the research across the social sciences, as
well as criminal justice and policy responses are based on what
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ceptualisation of hate crimes as isolated incidents with little life
outside the event itself. He suggests that such an approach ‘‘fails
to capture the experience of repeated or systematic victimization;
the continuity between violence, threat, and intimidation, or the
complex relationships between all the social actors involved.”
(Bowling, 1999, p. 18). Arguably, in turning to quantification we
move further from the complexity of experiences and the signifi-
cance of power relations that define such exclusionary practices.
In addition it may also distract us from the manner in which
experiences operate outside the scope of formal data collection
practices and have implications that lay outside of the remit of
the criminal justice system. Browne et al. (2011), for example, sug-
gest that reporting and recording are blunt tools in combatting the
normalised abuse experienced by LGBTQ communities in Brighton,
England. They argue that the treatment their participants receive
in their everyday lives is better combatted through a range of more
informal techniques of avoidance, collective security and commu-
nity safety.
Given that we support an understanding of hate which empha-
sises such socio-spatial dynamics, yet through this research were
grappling with the potential of statistical data, we were presented
with a methodological challenge, but one which allowed us to
think through the extent to which the statistical, the experiential
and the political are connected. Kwan and Schwanen (2009) set
out some of the past and future intersections between quantitative
approaches and those, typically more qualitative approaches,
which adopt a critical stance towards politics, power and space.
Whilst acknowledging the conservative, de-humanised, disembod-
ied and universalising tendencies of the quantitative tradition in
human geography, they argue that the conflicting binary between
critical and quantitative geography has been falsely constructed.
What is required, they suggest, is a re-consideration of the poten-
tial for criticality and a progressive politics through the use of
quantitative data and methods. From a contrasting feminist and
post-structuralist perspective, Lawson (1995) re-considers the
dominant qualitative/quantitative binary, whilst distancing herself
from the masculinist and positivist tendencies that fail to appreci-
ate the situated nature of knowledge. Lawson argues that while
quantitative techniques inevitably ‘freeze’ (1995: 456) the identi-
ties of research participants, for certain research questions the
value of such approaches lies in revealing something about the
pervasiveness of oppression, the construction of difference and
the manner in which power relations are embedded within such
processes.
More recent debates under the banner of ‘critical data studies’
(Dalton and Thatcher, 2014), have focussed on the opportunities
and dilemmas thrown up by the increasing proliferation of ‘Big
Data’. However, as Dalton and Thatcher (2014) recognise, these
concerns stretch beyond this narrow empirical focus. What is at
stake is how we approach any kind of statistical data from a
post-positivist vantage point. As Kitchen (2014a) outlines, there
seems to be a renewed energy to:
. . .fully appreciate and uncover the complex assemblages that
produce, circulate, share/sell and utilise data in diverse ways and
recognize the politics of data and the diverse work that they do
in the world.The socio-spatial contexts of data construction, production and
interpretation therefore remind us that ‘raw data is an oxymoron’
(Gitelman, 2013). In relation to the field of hate studies, Hall’s
(2013) discussion of differences in reporting patterns between
London and New York is illustrative of this. Despite similarities
across a wide range of demographic measures, the numbers of
recorded hate crimes in New York are significantly lower than inLondon. He suggests that this can in part be accounted for by the
varying definitions employed in these different national and urban
contexts, as well as the divergent reporting and recording practices
that piece together such statistical profiles. Recorded figures are
not an unproblematic and ‘accurate’ reflection of the ‘reality’ of
hate crime/incidents, but more a reflection of contexts of reporting,
the way in which the boundaries of data collection are established,
the manner in which data is mobilised and the processes of trans-
formation that such data goes through before it is ‘put to use’.
Our approach to the study of third party hate crime/incident
reporting is that we view the data produced through such practices
as constructed, fallible and a broad brush portrait of the experience
of these incidents. However, as emphasised above, this does not
mean that we in any way dispute the existence and seriousness
of hate incidents/crimes or the fact that under particular circum-
stances the likelihood of becoming victimised increases. For exam-
ple, we do not subscribe to the view of Jacobs and Potter (2000)
who dismiss the significance of increasing levels of hate crime in
the US because those statistics have partly been generated through
pressure applied by various ‘interest groups’. Recognising both
how data comes to be and the work to which it can be put is part
of addressing the damage inflicted by hate crimes/incidents.4. Third party reporting/recording
Despite some of the contributions mentioned above, a key con-
cern of hate studies continues to be a desire to generate more accu-
rate understanding of the extent and patterning of hate crimes.
This is primarily driven by requirements to illustrate the gravity
of the problem and to allow for explanation and therefore possible
solutions (Green et al., 2001; McDevitt et al., 2002). The recording
of hate crime/incidents is not then de-humanised or apolitical, but
rather part of broader historical struggle for recognition and prob-
lematisation of forms of inequality and oppression (McLaughlin,
2002). As such there are multiple emotional and political invest-
ments in this endeavour. While such acts of recording, which
always involve forms of simplification, may not straightforwardly
represent the lived realities and nuances of what it means to be
victimised on the basis of an ascribed social identity, establishing
the existence of the problem appears to be an important starting
point (Lawson, 1995).
In the UK context researchers have sought to examine data
relating to all monitored strands from three main sources: those
reported to and recorded by the police, those logged by the Crown
Prosecution Service and data collected through victim surveys (Bri-
tish Crime Survey (BCS)/Crime Survey of England and Wales
(CSEW)). While the latter source is particularly revealing in high-
lighting the underestimations of prevalence found through other
sources, across the board there are low rates of reporting. Accord-
ing to the BCS approximately half of incidents go unreported
(Copsey et al., 2013). This raises the question of the accuracy of this
data, but perhaps as important, the basis upon which people are
unwilling or unable to come forward concerning such experiences.
The literature suggests there are a number of reasons as to why
this may be the case. These include: perceptions of seriousness
by those constantly targeted on the basis of their presumed/
ascribed identities (James, 2014); not naming such violence as a
means of coping with normalised abuse (Browne et al., 2011);
issues of (mis)trust especially with the police (Hall, 2013); fear of
reprisal and making oneself visible (Perry, 2003); credibility of
claims doubted (Sin et al., 2009; Your Homes Newcastle, 2010)
and reasonable expectations of limited outcomes for victims
(Wong and Christmann, 2008). As Iganski and Sweiry (2016) also
recognise, hate incidents are not just matters for the criminal jus-
tice system, which often lacks the expertise and/or resources to
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lence’ may not be reported as criminal offences or classified as such
by the state.
This is where the value of third party reporting schemes involv-
ing trusted and embedded community based agencies is seen to lay
(Chakraborti, 2010); a legacy of MacPherson Report (1999) recom-
mendations, that: ‘‘all possible steps should be taken by police ser-
vices at local level in consultation with local government and other
agencies and local communities to encourage the reporting of
racist incidents and crimes”. Whilst the effectiveness of this form
of reporting has been questioned, largely on the basis of lack of
public awareness (Chakraborti and Garland, 2015: 119), third party
reporting allows individuals to report incidents to known organisa-
tions with a degree of agency over whether they wish that incident
to be passed onto the police. It also allows those individuals to
access more specialised forms of support outside of and prior to
criminal justice processes. In the UK these have taken various
forms, from national schemes that are more directly linked to the
work of the police (True Vision), to national independent cam-
paigning organisations (Stop Hate UK) under which operate more
devolved contacts in some parts of the UK, through to more loca-
lised networks of reporting centres across the public and third sec-
tors (such as Arch).5. Arch, data production and data analysis
We draw here upon an analysis of hate crime/incidents as
recorded by Arch – a third party hate crime/incident reporting
agency based in the North East of England. The Arch project is
funded by four of the local authorities3 in the Tyne and Wear area
of the region (see Map 1). In 2002 the project began as a 24-hour
racist incident reporting phone line, but in 2004 partnerships were
developed with Northumbria Police, Victim Support and locally
based charities to increase the reporting scope. In 2005 ARCH (Agen-
cies against Racist Crime and Harassment) came into being and
developed into a community engagement and community intelli-
gence agency with an underlying ethos of identifying areas where
incidents were concentrated and developing training around conflict
management to deal with this. By 2006 there were 93 reporting cen-
tres established regionally. This figure grew from this point to a peak
of 140 organisations resulting in a multi-agency team working in
partnership with organisations including the police, employment
agencies, local councils, schools/colleges/universities, Victim Sup-
port, housing associations and locally based third sector organisa-
tions. Up until this point the focus for Arch remained racism, but
in 2008 the project started to collect information on incidents direc-
ted towards those from lesbian, gay bisexual, trans gender and queer
(LGBTQ) and disabled communities. Further changes meant that by
2009 ‘Religion’ was also considered as a separate monitored strand
recorded by the project.
As part of an ‘‘action-orientated” piece of research (Pain, 2003),
in partnership with Arch, our study sought to inform the manner in
which future data collection could be directed. We were given
access to the ‘raw’ data collected by Arch across two of the cities
in the region – Sunderland and Newcastle – for all monitored
strands over the period 2005–2015. While theoretically there were
other local authorities involved with Arch, these two city councils
were the only authorities to pro-actively capture and collate this
data. Despite this partial and spatially uneven engagement, what
emerged was one of the largest data sets of its kind in the UK,
comprising 3908 incidents in total. In addition, 22% of reported3 Gateshead, City of Newcastle upon Tyne, North Tyneside, South Tyneside, City o
Sunderland.fincidents were repeat incidents – giving us some sense of the scale
of the problem in these two cities.
In transforming this data to allow for statistical analysis, there
were a number of challenges. One such challenge is illustrated
through the decision to re-categorise ‘race’ based and religious
based incidents together as one category. This was made for con-
ceptual, processual and practical reasons and reveals the role that
the research team played in re-working the data. Conceptually,
Chakraborti and Garland (2015) contend that one of the key limi-
tations of available data is that it does not distinguish in detail
the identities of victims and portrays them as a homogenous
group. There is certainly a danger here in terms of the invisibility
of those subjected to religious based incidents, and more generally
this was a limitation of the data set due to a lack of data regarding
victim identity. However, it is also increasingly recognised that
Islamophobia and other forms of religious based discrimination
constitute a form of racism (Meer and Modood, 2012), whereby
the distinction between ‘race’ based and religious based violence
has become considerably blurred (Copsey et al., 2013). Indeed,
there is no way of telling from our data whether those incidents
interpreted and recorded as ‘race’ based had any element of reli-
gious motivation involved. On a processual level, due to the nature
of the reporting system, all religious incidents were also classified
as ‘race’ based – indicating this intersection and making it difficult
to separate out these two categories. Lastly on more practical
terms, religious incidents were only collected from 2009 onwards
and formed only 4% of all data. As we were interested in examining
data found to be statistically significant, combining these cate-
gories allowed for such an analysis to take place.
Those overseeing the data collection process in these two cities
recognised that they were not specialists in dealing with statistical
data, nor were they particularly focussed on that aspect of their
work. Although these perceptions did begin to shift over the course
of the research, there was an admission, as one member of the Arch
team stated that they didn’t ‘‘do counting”. While this commitment
to systematic data collection did vary between Sunderland and
Newcastle, it also reveals the underlying principles of the work
that Arch were engaged in from 2005 onwards. The data was in a
sense an important bi-product of other processes, concerns and
agendas. The primary focus for those still working as part of Arch
in 2015 was that of building relationships with communities and
enabling the buy in of those communities into the Arch process.
On the one hand this mean that Arch were responding to incidents
by ensuring that appropriate support and conflict resolution mea-
sures were put in place. On the other it meant that the data we
worked with suffered from inconsistencies, a lack of standardisa-
tion and also a lack of detail. For Sunderland our data was
restricted to 3 years (2009–2012), while for Newcastle there was
data for all 10 years (2005–2015). While Sunderland’s team col-
lected much more detail on the identity of the victimised person,
Newcastle was more concerned with information about the inci-
dent itself. This also meant that for Newcastle there were crucial
variables, including gender, which were absent as well as other
variables such as sexuality and faith that were absent across the
whole data set. This made ‘cleaning’ the data more challenging
and also limited some of the conclusions we could draw. However,
as we will return to later, this context did not just allow us to think
through the value of the data itself, but also what we might learn
about the contexts through which this data (and our analysis)
was being produced.
After ‘cleaning’ the data into a legible form, we used SPSS and
employed a range of descriptive statistics to try and assess similar-
ities and differences for reporting between monitored strands
across all available variables. In particular, there was a focus on
victims, incident types, the space-times of recorded incidents and
reporting agencies. Statistical techniques employed included
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cases when examining the correlation between two or more vari-
ables. Two or more variable frequency distributions were analysed
using a chi-square statistic (X2) to discover whether variables were
statistically independent or whether they are associated (P 6 0.05).
In those cases where two or more frequency distributions were
examined, only statistically significant data was used. Whilst these
techniques were adopted, we were very aware of the dangers of
inferring particular sets of generalizable social relations from the
outcome of such calculations. As Lawson (1995, p. 454) suggests
‘‘for researchers employing a relational ontology and focussing
on questions of process, counting can only be descriptive of care-
fully contextualised relations”. In this vein, the conclusions drawn
from the analysis were guarded, partial and interpreted in the light
of other existing research, as well as in direct consultation with the
remaining members of the Arch team. Having their perspective to
help make sense of what the data analysis presented, was not seen
as an added bonus – but as a crucial aspect of appreciating the data
collection process.6. Some findings and reflections on the utility of the data
In what follows we outline some key findings to emerge from
analysis of the data, but also point towards what the data may tell
us in terms of the context of data collection. While all monitored
strands are considered, due to restrictions on space, the main focus
will be around those incidents reported on the basis of the ‘race’
and religion of the victimised person. As with the UK Police hate
crime figures (Home Office, 2013), the vast majority of incidents
reported across the period were ‘race’ based (82%).6.1. Police involvement
One of the primary findings that came through our analysis was
related to the level of police involvement in reported incidents for
all strands. When reporting through Arch, victimised persons have
the choice of whether they want the police to be informed - to fol-
low up and investigate the incident – or not. As stated above, this
non-criminal justice system approach is seen as one of the defining
principles of this form of reporting. This appears to be important
for those reporting through organisations connected through Arch.
As is shown in Graph 1, while many incidents were reported to the
police (‘Record/information’ category) and a much smaller numberGraph 1. Forms of police involvement in reported iwere either investigated (‘Investigation’ category) or formed the
basis for intelligence gathering (‘Intelligence’ category), for all
three strands, a considerable proportion were neither reported to
or followed up by the police (‘No’ category). This is particularly
the case for homophobic/transphobic (36.5%) and racist incidents
(36.3%) and slightly less so for disablist incidents (29.5%). Specifi-
cally in relation to ‘race’ and religion based incidents, under-
reporting to the police continues despite the fact that such
incidents are more likely to be followed up with an investigation
when compared to incidents for the other strands. Nationally, we
know that a considerable proportion of incidents are not picked
up by official statistics due under-reporting (Copsey et al., 2013),
but we can see here that some of these incidents are deemed to
be serious enough to report to other locally based organisations.
We were interested to find out what kinds of abuse, threat or
violence were involved in those incidents that were either not ini-
tially entered into the system by the police or not passed onto the
police from Arch due to the wishes of the victimised person. Over-
all, a considerable proportion of these ‘not reported to the police’
incidents (43.7%) involved offensive and abusive language, while
18.1% involved coercive and threatening behaviour – together con-
stituting 61.8% of these incidents. These were then mostly
(although certainly not all) non-physical or non-material forms
of violence that had by-passed the criminal justice system. While
cautious not to go beyond our data without sufficient supporting
evidence, it seems that these are the kinds of incidents which,
without such reporting systems in place, would perhaps not come
to light. Contributing to the established literature on less
overt forms of discrimination such as the significance of
persistent ‘micro-aggressions’ outlined by Sue et al. (2007) and
re-considerations of established hierarchies of the ‘seriousness’ of
different forms of violence (Morgan and Björkert, 2006), this data
seems to highlight the importance of what Iganski (2008) refers
to as the ‘everyday’ non-criminalised nature of incidents.
6.2. Types of incident
Across the data, reported incidents were evident in a variety of
forms. In ‘cleaning up’ we adopted a system of categorisation dis-
tinguishing between offensive and abusive language, coercive
and threatening behaviour, mediated threats, physical attacks,
criminal damage and incitement. The results of this and cross-
tabulation with the three strands can be seen in Graph 2, which
outlines the proportion of incident type for each of these.ncidents across monitored strands 2005–2015.
Graph 2. Incident types across monitored strands 2005–2015.
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either ‘offensive/abusive language’ (29.9%) and ‘coercive/threaten-
ing behaviour’ (24.1%), to some extent matching the large propor-
tion of non-police reported incidents falling under these incident
types (Graph 1). Again, those acts which may not be criminal,
may not be perceived as ‘violent’ or perhaps assumed not to be crim-
inal are those that are most often reported.4 However, at the same
time it is clear that in relation to ‘race’ and religion, it is more likely
for incidents to fall under more overtly violent and criminal offences
such as ‘material damage’ (18% of incidents for this strand). There
are then commonalities across strands, but also some important
distinctions.
A few further observations should be made in relation to Graph
2. Firstly the significance of the ‘other’ category should not be dis-
missed. While only constituting 5% of overall incidents, the fact
that some incidents did not fit strict categorisation, shows both
the limits of quantification of experience, but also that the Arch
system was an evolving and live tool for monitoring the incidents
reported, rather than a static snapshot. For example, where details
were recorded such incidents included bullying, being turned away
from clubs and services, objects being thrown and offensive ges-
tures. Secondly, while the levels of ‘mediated incidents’ appears
relatively low, it is worth emphasising that for the ‘race’ and reli-
gion strand, this incident type has seen a dramatic rise in reporting
between 2012 and 2015 from 5.7% to 18.2%. This relates to posters,
leaflets and graffiti, but also online activity and seems to connect to
other trends for the increasing tendency at the national (Copsey,
2003) and global scale (Perry and Olsson, 2009) for online expres-
sions of racism in more and less organised forms. The importance
of mediated threats is particularly noticeable when the relatively4 Under the Public Order Act (1986) and latterly the Criminal Justice and Police
Order Act (1994) and Racial and Religious Hatred Act (2006), a criminal offence is
committed if the perpetrator stirs up racial (or religious) hatred or the victim is
subject to harassment, alarm or distress.small number of religion based (also classified as ‘race’ based) inci-
dents are separated out – representing 38% of these incidents.
However, the extent to which this is related to societal shifts or
the fact that such incidents have only been recorded in more recent
years (in line with increased use of the internet), is disputable.
Thirdly, the greater predominance of ‘material and criminal dam-
age’ for the ‘race’ and religion strand helps us to think through
the geography of different incidents for different groups of victims.
Such incidents seem to be more often property based and therefore
more likely to also be residence based (Iganski, 2008). Other recent
research with newly arrived refugees conducted by a housing asso-
ciation in Newcastle also highlights the close to home nature of
many experiences of racism, including many experiences of attacks
while the victimised person was at home (Your Homes Newcastle,
2010). As Pain (2000) suggests in relation to gendered violence,
and Valentine et al. (2003) in relation to family violence towards
LBGT people, the home and the neighbourhood, can be far from
the safe spaces they are often presented as.6.3. Geography of incidents
The geographical resolution of the available data from Arch for
the ‘race’ and religion strand was not as detailed as data from pub-
lished police statistics, where more specific location incidents and
space typologies can be more clearly discerned (see Craig et al.,
2012 for this more fine grained spatial analysis of racist incidents
in the North East). In our study, data was made available at ward
level across the two cities, and in line with other studies looking
at variations within specific cities (see Iganski, 2008 for a study
of London boroughs), concentrations of reported incidents were
spatially uneven. However, it is also important to note that these
incidents were also geographically pervasive – recorded in all
wards across the time frame in both cities. To take account of the
differences in data collection periods between Newcastle and Sun-
derland, we calculated proportions of these incidents within rather
Map 1.
5 The EDL (English Defence League), formed in 2009, are a far-right overtly anti-
Muslim street protest organisation. It has held a number of ‘demonstrations’ in
Newcastle in 2010, 2012 and 2103. They have also held one demonstration in
Sunderland in 2012.
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Newcastle higher concentrations of reported incidents were iden-
tified in Byker (14%), Walker (13%), Elswick (12.3%) and Benwell
& Scotswood (12.8%). For Sunderland the primary concentrations
were in Millfield (city centre) (16%) and Hendon (14.6%). This pat-
terning allowed us to think about the relationship of these trends
with other socio-economic indicators, and in conversation with
Arch to reflect upon the data in relation to the profiles and histories
of these areas.
What these areas primarily share is a history of economic
decline and subsequently higher than average levels of depriva-
tion. In Newcastle to the east and west of the city centre along
the north bank of the River Tyne, these are areas of former indus-
trial activity and home to working class communities that suffered
disproportionality from the traumatic transition to a post-
industrial economy. The same is true of Hendon in Sunderland
which was once the epicentre of thriving port and shipbuilding
industries until the 1980s (Ville, 1990), but now suffers dispropor-
tionately from a range of socio-economic pressures.
Ethnic minority populations are disproportionately exposed to
hate crime/incidents in these areas of higher deprivation. However,
it is also the case that there is not a perfect correlation with depri-
vation. For example, while Walker has an average Indices of Multi-
ple Deprivation (IMD) score of 62.2 and Byker 55.8 (2010, IMD) it
has a slightly lower recorded level of incidents (see above). We
are wary of equating poverty with hate incidents in a mechanistic
and sweeping causal relationship that lazily characterises those
living in such areas as directly and solely responsible for the pat-
terns outlined, as well as appreciating that data may ‘actually pro-
duce spaces, places and landscapes’ (Kitchen and Dodge, 2011). As
Poirier (2010) argues, the patterning of such incidents can only be
explained through a multi scalar and relational approach. While
levels of deprivation and the pressures that come with that are
clearly a factor in exacerbating hostility, there also needs to berecognition that these are tensions thrown up when demographic
changes occur alongside the ongoing social, economic and cultural
marginalisation of these neighbourhoods. In some cases cheaper
private sector housing and forced movement into specific housing
provision, for example through the dispersal system for those seek-
ing asylum (Bloch and Schuster, 2005), means that newer arrivals
in the region have moved into poorly resourced and historically
damaged neighbourhoods. The role of external influences includ-
ing media portrayals of ‘race’ and migration (van Dijk, 1991), the
approaches adopted towards these issues by mainstream politi-
cians (Ahmed, 2001), as well as the role and spatially uneven pen-
etration of far-right organisations such as the EDL5 all contribute to
the normalisation of a multitude of racisms in a variety of forms
(Frost, 2008).
There are also many differences between and within these areas
that need to be highlighted. For example, the central wards of
Westgate (11.2%) in Newcastle and Millfield in Sunderland, contain
both more deprived residential areas and parts of the commercial
city centres. These are levels of complexity not captured here. In
addition some wards are far more ethnically and religiously
diverse than others. For example, some wards such as Elswick have
populations classified as 46.9% ‘non-white’, while others such as
Walker have a far less diverse population (7.3% ‘non-white’) result-
ing in very different dynamics and community relations. In addi-
tion, it is worth noting that when compared against the spatial
analysis for other strands, there is far less correlation with depriva-
tion (particularly for homophobic and transphobic incidents),
suggesting different processes and experiences at work.
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ible and overt expressions of violence. In contrast to more institu-
tionalised forms (Bowling, 1999) or those more carefully hidden
from view through ‘respectable’ racist narratives (Millington,
2010), these are the incidents that are more often counted. There
is a danger therefore of assuming that racism has a set of easily
identifiable co-ordinates. While this data does tell us something
interesting about where the pressure points may be and therefore
form a basis for local intervention and community engagement
work, it would be grossly misleading to say that these are the only
forms of hate being expressed.
6.4. Reporting agencies
Looking at the agencies to which individuals have reported
allows us to assess the role of trust but also knowledge as a defining
feature of third party reporting. Graph 3 indicates how for different
strands, different types of organisations were important. For those
incidents reported on the basis of ‘race’ and religion, local council
services are considerably more significant that other agency types
(37.1%). Unsurprisingly perhaps, given that Arch was originally set
up through local authorities as a racist incident recording system,
there has, over time, been an increasing engagement by those
experiencing racist incidents in this way. Further explanation
may be connected to the visibility of local council services – ser-
vices which are widely drawn upon by those in marginal social
groups, such as those from ethnic minority groups (Runnymede,
2015). In the categorisation of reporting agencies we were also able
to make observations about where particular agencies fit. For
example, although Arch itself may be presumed by many to be a
third sector organisation, it is, in fact directly funded by local
authorities and therefore is recorded here as a local council service.
14.3% of ‘race’ and religious based incidents were reported directly
to Arch. Considering that third party reporting presents alternative
non-criminal justice based opportunities for reporting, the level ofGraph 3. Type of reporting agencies to Archpolice involvement still remains important (16.3%); a higher pro-
portion than for those reporting homophobic and transphobic inci-
dents. Again this may be connected to the visibility of the police, or
the relationship of trust with the Police, but given some of the find-
ings outlined above, may also relate to the presumed seriousness of
the incidents being reported.
What became apparent was a reliance on a group of agencies
based around key public services such as the local council, police,
education and housing (particularly social housing and those agen-
cies supporting the needs of asylum seekers and refugees). Despite
the focus and efforts of Arch, the role of third sector agencies was
limited, especially for incidents reported on the basis of ‘race’ and
religion and disability. This can be seen as one area which needs to
be developed if there is to be enhanced buy-in and the develop-
ment of trust amongst communities to come forward.
In addition, it is also clear that Victim Support (VS) – an inde-
pendent national charity providing advice and support - has played
a key role in recording incidents across the strands (18.5% of all
incidents), particularly for those reporting homophobic and trans-
phobic incidents (24.2%). Despite this indication of ‘success’, we
became aware during the latter stages of the study that VS were
increasingly exposed to some of the changes brought about by
political changes, in particular the introduction of Police Crime
Commissioners (PCCs) in England from 2013. Under devolved
powers, decisions over the commissioning of such services were
transferred to Commissioners. Controversially, the PCC for the
Northumbria Police area chose to commission her own charity
‘Victim’s First’ instead of continuing to fund the work of VS. Not
only have questions been raised locally regarding the ethics and
credibility of this approach (The Chronicle, 2015a), but also con-
cerning the lack of independence from the PCC and police and
the loss of staff, knowledge and experience that this move has
entailed (The Chronicle, 2015b). The future existence of some
agencies, but also participation in Arch was also increasingly
affected by ongoing conditions of austerity in the region.across monitored strands 2005–2015.
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economic crisis in the UK in 2008 and policy responses focused
around the narrative of an unbearable deficit caused by excessive
government spending. In the UK this encompasses unprecedented
cuts to state welfare services and funding for local authorities
and the voluntary and community sector, alongside periods of
increased un(der)employment and reductions in public and private
sector pay, pensions, benefits and conditions. From previous
research in the region examining the impact of austerity on the
public and third sectors (Clayton et al., 2016) and in our work with
Arch, it was clear that the ability of organisations (including local
authorities) to play an active role was being considerably compro-
mised. We started to then think about how this reporting system
was not only a reflection of cultures of reporting and harmful expe-
riences, but also illustrative of the changing landscape of service
provision and evolving political agendas.7. The politics of reporting
When analysing changes in incidence counts over time a dis-
cernible pattern in the rise and fall of reporting became apparent.
While numbers are very different, for all strands the variation in
levels of reporting follows a broadly similar trend as shown in
Graph 4. By 2012 the number of incidents being reported through
Arch had risen to 816 per year from a figure of 133 a year in 2005.
From 2012, the number of incidents reported declined rapidly to
64 a year in 2015.
By adopting a multi-scalar approach, we can begin to account
for some of these trends. For example, changing legislation and
policy discourse around hate crime is not static. In response to
some of the changes mentioned at the outset of the paper, Arch
only began to count homophobic, transphobic and disablist hate
crimes/incidents from 2008 onwards and religious based incidents
from 2009. Graph 4 is then partially a reflection of such recording
practices as well as indicating the manner in which individuals
became increasingly aware that they could report under these cat-
egories of hate crime/incident. Cultures of reporting also clearly
respond to contexts of increased victimisation, as well as climates
that may well discourage individuals from coming forward. These
may be localised, but can also be broader in scale and more high
profile. For example, the brutal murder of Drummer Lee Rigby in
Woolwich in 2013 is a case in point, following which the national
anti-Muslim hate crime reporting service Tell MAMA witnessed a
373% increase in one week (Feldman and Littler, 2014). However,
more detailed analysis of the data presented in Graph 4 indicatesGraph 4. Hate incidents as a count fothat such a spike is not so clearly observable. Where spikes were
observed, for example on 21/10/14 when 12 ‘race’ and religion
based incidents were recorded, there are plausible links which
could be made to the release of ISIS videos at that time (The
Chronicle, 2014). However, attributing such short term trends to
particular events is not straightforward and assumes that all inci-
dents can be viewed as rapid reactions to a particular set of exter-
nal influences.
While these elements are important in framing an interpreta-
tion of this data, in conversation with Arch the impact of other fac-
tors influencing the level of recording, as opposed to levels of
incidence, become significant. These factors in particular, began to
help us account for the rapid decline in reporting to Arch since
2012. The local impact of funding changes brought about by the
austerity politics of the UK Coalition Government since 2010 seem
to offer a more satisfactory account for what is seen here. From this
perspective there are two key issues at play. Firstly, in terms of
community engagement - without the buy in from external agen-
cies there is no third party reporting system. Although precise fig-
ures are not available we know that from a peak of 140
organisations involved in the network that this declined rapidly
in the post-2010 era. We also know that the impacts of reduced
funding (in the form of local authority funding, but also grants
available to the third sector) have had huge implications for service
provision. Not only have organisations and individuals disappeared
from the service provision landscape, but their capacity to engage
in partnership working of all kinds has also been seriously compro-
mised (Clayton et al., 2016).
The other key element is the changing nature of both Arch
teams based within Newcastle and Sunderland City Councils, as
well as the manner in which Arch is being used in the face of bud-
get constraints at local authority level. At its height in 2011 Arch in
Newcastle was comprised of three members of staff, one of whom
was solely dedicated to community engagement, to maintain rela-
tionships with communities and those agencies involved in report-
ing and to support them through the conflict management work. In
2011, due to budgetary changes this outreach element was ended
with the loss of this member of staff. For similar reasons in 2013
the Sunderland branch of Arch ceased with the loss of the sole
member of staff involved in recording incidents there. The overall
team across the two cities therefore contracted by 50% in 2 years,
radically influencing the capacity of the team as well the model
of practice they had honed since 2005. Furthermore, in 2015, the
prior expertise, knowledge and emotional investments of the
established team have been disposed of completely and replaced
to a limited extent with staff from within Newcastle localr monitored strands 2005–2015.
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lated roles and are therefore unable to continue delivering the sys-
tem in its established form. Arch will now become only a
monitoring tool and a database. Similar models, whereby commu-
nity engagement is removed from the ethos of the work, and data
collection becomes central, have already been put in place in other
local authorities in the region and the partial evidence thus far sug-
gests that recording rates are extremely low. What this seems to
suggest is the distinction between statistical data collection and
deep seated affective commitment to these activities is not as clear
cut as a simplistic dichotomy between quantitative and qualitative
research methodologies would imply.
The experience of researching alongside a group of passionate
individuals going through the last throes of their occupation has
enabled us not only to see the value in the process of data collec-
tion which goes well beyond the bars on the graphs presented
above, but also the emotional investments put into this work over
the last 10 years. The expressions of sadness and frustration which
has come through in these engagements and the sense of loss has
been tangible. Although not the primary focus of this discussion –
the emotional politics involved here (Clayton et al., 2015) – cannot
be ignored. The fact that this data can no longer be collected and
used in the same way again caused a level of concern, alarm and
upset that revealed a great deal about the damage done by tight-
ened budgets and narrowing priorities.8. Conclusion
The use of quantitative approaches in understanding experi-
ences of violence that are categorised as hate crimes/incidents is
problematic in that through categorisation we achieve simplifica-
tion. Crucially, our discussion above was far from just a statistical
exercise. We made sense of the data in relation to both our wider
reading and understanding of the topic, but most significantly in
relation to the experiences of those working within Arch and the
changing funding landscape. It was this dialogue between the sta-
tistical, the experiential and the political which we wish to stress
here. While there certainly are limitations to such data and its
interpretation, from a critical and post-positivist perspective, the
value of both this form of data collection and the analysis we
helped to conduct lies in a number of areas.
Firstly, our analysis has helped to assess the reporting land-
scape in these places by identifying some of the broader patterns
of cultures of reporting. This has included an appreciation of sim-
ilarities and differences between the experiences of different vic-
timised communities, but also who is reporting to whom on the
basis of what kind of incident. There are clearly implications here
in relation to specialist services and resistance to more generic
forms of third party reporting, such as that recently suggested by
the previous London Mayor.6 Secondly, this analysis as a piece of
‘action orientated research’ has been of direct use to Arch and
allowed them to think about how they could more effectively under-
stand these incidents through improved recording practices. This
includes the now standardised collection of identity based variables
such as sexuality and faith that were absent from the original data-
base. Thirdly, this analysis has illustrated the value of this model of
response to hate crimes/incidents. While it is acknowledged that
there are areas which could be further developed, such as the greater
involvement of third sector organisations, it is clear that Arch have
helped to support individuals and communities, including (but not
limited to) those who do not want to report incidents to the police.
Fourthly, value is seen, not just in the data itself, but how the data6 See http://www.theguardian.com/society/2015/aug/01/jewish-muslim-lgbt-
communities-hate-crime-hotline-boris-johnson-london.has been used by those involved in its collection. That is, as a stan-
dalone exercise the recording of this statistical data may become
not only meaningless, but also ineffective. Without the outreach
and engagement work which has mirrored the collection of the data,
the problematisation of various forms of violence targeting stigma-
tised and marginalised communities may risk disappearing off the
local radar. What this discussion has therefore allowed us to see is
a relationship and co-dependence between the need for recording
and more pro-active, engaged and sustainable responses to hate
crimes/incidents. This has led us onto a discussion of the politics
of data collection – and the clear threat that declining resource
and political change is posing. The role of the PCC in dictating the
terms of support put in place for victims and the decisions by previ-
ously pro-active local authorities in re-directing resources away
from these activities will have an impact on the profile of this agenda
and on the kinds of work that can be done to tackle violence and sup-
port victims.
Statistics, can be designed, collected, analysed and used for all
sorts of purposes – they are never politically neutral (Kitchen,
2014b). Increasingly comprehensive commercial and governmen-
tal data collection for purposes of control can be overbearing, step
on the toes of various freedoms and be employed as surveillance
rather than forming the basis for progressive change. However, at
the same time in the UK there are worrying moves to alter the data
collection landscape around issues of inequality and social justice.
In particular, a problematic move away from data collection as a
tool to appreciate to the scale and extent of specific social prob-
lems has been highlighted (Radical Statistics Reduced Statistics
Working Group, 2012). Recent controversies over the future of
the census (Dorling, 2013), possible scenarios for the indices of
multiple deprivation as well as changing thresholds for the mea-
surement of poverty are all cases in point. Such moves will argu-
ably hide those problems which are being exacerbated by
climates of exclusion and conditions of austerity. On a localised
scale this can be seen in our own study, where levels of reporting
to Arch have reduced drastically in line with reduced prioritisation
and resourcing. As Robertson and Travaglia (2015) suggest, this
may well lead ‘‘to a future where inequities can be downplayed
for lack of systematic evidence”. However, this is not a straightfor-
ward defence of counting for its own sake. In the case of Arch, the
data only makes sense and is only there because of other practices
of commitment and intensities of investment (Clayton et al., 2015).
With little and dis-located intelligence of both a quantitative and
long term experiential variety, it is not possible to make intelligent
interventions.References
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